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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
TO REPAIR’MODIFY DRAINAGE AND REMOVE HEADWALLS ON RUNWAY 17/35
AND TAXIWAY D AT SHEPPARD AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS

AGENCY: Department of the Air Force, 82d Training Wing. Sheppard Air Force Base (AFB),
Texas.

PURPOSE: The 82d Training Wing (82 TRW) proposes to modify an existing drainage ditch
northeast of building 1360 which continues to runway 17/35, and then moves east approximately
1630 feet towards Taxiway D. This would include removing 14 existing headwalls and
constructing and enclosing the system underground by using a buried system of pipes and inlets.
This Environmental Assessment (EA) is an evaluation of the proposal to modify the existing
drainage system. The modification of this drainage system reduces the risk for wildlife livinz on
or migrating through the airfield which poses a safety concern for flying operations, unclogs the
drainage ditch by allowing the water to flow down a gradient, and eliminates the effects of
sianding water and erosion due to being exposed to the elements.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: The assessment idemtified no impacts related 1o the
repair/modification of drainage and removal of headwalls, land use, hazardous materials, and
waste. Potential impacts are summarized below:

Cultural Historic/Archeological Resources: The proposed action will occur on semi undisturbed
areas. There are no historical buildings in the area and currently there are no
culural/archeological sites. There will be no impacts at this particular site. However, should
anything come to the surfaces the Cultural Resource Manager should be notified immediately.

Biological Resources: The proposed action will occur on semi undisturbed areas. There will be
no impacts to wetlands and the requirements of Executive Order (EO) 11990, Protection of
Wetlands, are not applicable. Threatenad and endangered species will not be affected, Turtle
mitigation is recommended before the project breaks ground. Impacts 1o biological resources will
not be significant.

Water Resources: The repair’modification of drainage and removal of headwalls project would
disturb more than 5 aces, which would require Sheppard to comply with TCEQ's Texas Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System, the Construction General Permit along with the Storm Water
Pollution Plans and follow Best Management practices. Impacts will not be significant.

Air Quality: During the construction phase there would be a temporary increase in air pollutants
from dust emissions, construction activities, equipment and other related vehicles. This would be
a minimal increase and would quickly dissipate. This would not impact Wichita County’s ability
to be in an area of attainment for all national ambient air quality standards. Impacts will not be
significant.




mic “nvironmental Justi : Minor, temporary increases in
emplovment are anticipated. The proposed action would not directly or indirectly impact
minority or low-income populations. Impacts would be negligible.

Noise: Since there will be no change in aircraft operations. the only noise impact will be a
temporary increase at the construction site which will attenuate to levels less than the thresholds
of concern off-base. Noise impacts will not be significant.

Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials: There is no evidence of contamination or hazardous
materials that was observed within the proposed project. Should hazardous materials be

discovered as the result of the implementation of this project, they would be removed and
disposed of by complying with applicable federal, state, and local laws. Impacts will not be
significant

Earth Resources (soil/geology): Implementation of best management practices by using native
plants along with the water permits during construction will minimize erosion. Impacts will not
be significant.

ALTERNATIVES: Three other sites were eliminated from consideration as they not did not
meet all the criteria needed for this construction project. The No-Action Alernative would leave
the drainage system as is. The ditch would remain clogged, erosion and wildlife concerns would
still remain. increased safety issues for aircraft would remain, and grass maintenance issues
would linger.

FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE: Taking the above information into
consideration, | find there is no practicable alternative to the proposed action and that the
proposed action includes all practicable measures 10 minimize harm to the existing environment.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: Based on information and analysis presented in
the Environmental Assessment and review of governmental agency comments, | conclude that
implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would not constitute as action that
significantly affects the quality of the human environmental due 1o the findings listed above and
expanded upon in the Environmental Assessment. Accordingly, the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act, the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, and 32 Code of
Federal Regulations 989 were fulfilled. and an environmental impact statement is not warrantad.

A A= JUN 2§ 2013

MICHAEL A. FANTINI Date
Brigadier General, USAF
Commander. 82d Training Wing




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR EDUCATION AND TRAINING COMMAND

23 May 2013
MEMORANDUM FOR 82 TRW/CES

FROM: 82 FTW/JA
SUBIJECT: Review of EA for Drainage and Headwall Removal

1. BLUF: This office has reviewed the above titled proposed Environmental Assessment action
and finds that contingent upon addressing the concerns identified herein is it legally sufficient.

2. 82 TRW/CES has proffered the Environmental Assessment of a proposed action which
entails the repair or modification of airfield drainage, the removal of numerous headwalls and the
enclosure of the drainage system such that the entire system is “closed”. The primary purpose
for this proposed action is airfield safety in that it removes the present structures adjacent to taxi-
ways and runways (which are hazards in the event that an aircraft were to leave the runway in an
emergency situation).

3. Applicable Law and Guidance: Environmental Assessments of Proposed Actions on
Sheppard AFB, Texas are governed by AFI 32-7064, AFI 32-7065 and 32 CFR 989 as well as
related case law.

4. Specific Assessments: This proposed action has been reviewed regarding its impacts on
wetland and or flood plain; public interest or controversy; and its requirement of significant
mitigation in order to obtain insignificant impact status. The Environmental Assessment has
been reviewed for “structural” sufficiency such as whether or not there is a stated “purpose and
need” for the action; the identification and analysis of Altemnatives to the proposed action; the
presence of an analysis regarding the affected environment including the necessary discussions
and consultations: a full assessment of the Environmental Impact has been accomplished
including direct effects, indirect effects®, cumulative effects®*, human/occupational safety®,
required pollution prevention measures, environmental justice JAW EO 128998 and energy use
efficiency IAW EO 13514. All necessary notifications have been accomplished or are in the
process of obtaining substantial compliance®. Furthermore, the propose FONSI has been
extensively reviewed in the following areas: does the FONSI explain why the proposed action
would have an insignificant impact; does it incomorate by reference the EA*; does it list the
name of the action; does it discuss necessary mitigation requirements and has it been made
available for adequate public review. The items asterisked will be discussed more specifically as
issues of concern.

Attorney Work Product
This document is privileged (rom discovery or release under the Freedom of Information Act of the Privacy Act. Do not release

to third parties withoul specific authorizalion from 82 TRW/JA



5. Areas Requiring Specific Mentioning: The EA fails to speak to indirect effects, cumulative
effects and occupational safety. Admittedly these are area or issues which one would expect that

a project of this nature would pose little if any additional concern. Indirect effects are basically
unintended consequences or second order effects. Cumulative effects are those which only arise
when the same or very similar project is repeated for numerous iterations. Finally, occupational
safety is the issue as to whether or not this project poses significant risk of injury to the persons
conducting the project. There is nothing about this project which is novel or inherently nisky so
as to pose a greater risk to employees/'workers than any other general construction project.
Finally, much discussion has taken place regarding the difference between the concept of
notification and consultation. Suffice to say at this point any concerns are being addressed by
additional attempts and documentation of said attempts to insure that the lack of response we
have received from a number of outside but possibly affected entities is properly interpreted as
“no interest™. This is being accomplished by simple telephone calls to document receipt of our
earlier correspondence as well as inquiry as to the party’s interest in further consultation. The
FONSI should be amended so as to “incorporate by reference it’s Environmental Analysis™.
UPDATE: As of 28 May 2013, the telephone contacts have been initiated and completed:
accordingly, the requirement for notification and consultation has been accomplished.

6. Recommendation: This reviewer finds the proposed EA legally sufficient contingent upon
revisions as described above. If you have any questions, please contact me at 676-4262

| X € NTS

M. Brent Boydston, GS-12 DAF
Attorney Advisor

Attachments:
MFR: Telephone Communication with the Tribes with regards to the Headwall and FAMCAMP
EA’s did: 21 May 2013,

Attorney Work Product
This document is privileged from discovery or release under the Freedom of Information Act of the Privacy Act Do not release

to third parties without specific authorization from 52 TRW/JA



1.0 Introduction
1.1 General

The 82d Training Wing (82 TRW) proposes to modify an existing drainage ditch northeast of
building 1360 which continues to runway 17/35, and then moves east approximately 1630 feet
towards Taxiway D. This would include removing 14 existing headwalls and constructing and
enclosing the system underground by using a buried system of pipes and inlets. This
Environmental Assessment (EA) is an evaluation of the proposal to modify the existing drainage
system. The modification of this drainage system reduces the risk for wildlife living on or
migrating through the airfield which poses a safety concemn for flying operations, unclogs the
drainage ditch by allowing the water to flow down a gradient, and eliminates the effects of
standing water and erosion due to being exposed to the elements.

Sheppard Air Force Base (SAFB) encompasses approximately 5,297 acres in north-central
Texas. It is located six miles south of the Texas/Oklahoma border at an elevation of
approximately 1,015 feet above mean sea level (amsl). It is adjacent to, and north, of the city of
Wichita Falls in Wichita County in Texas. The western and southem portions of the base are
located within the Wichita Falls city limits, and the remainder of the installation lies within
unincorporated Wichita County located midway between Dallas, Texas, and Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma. Figure 1 in Appendix A, shows Aerial imagery of the base.

The USAF and SAFB must maintain the highest level of quality education and training for its
force structure. The Air Education and Training Command (AETC) is responsible for the
training and education of USAF personnel. SAFB, an AETC installation, is the largest of four
technical training wings within AETC and has the most diversified training mission. SAFB
conducts technical training for the USAF, United States Army, United States Navy. United
States Marine Corps, and several allied nations.

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA,
42 USC § 4321 to 4370e), the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing
the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (CEQ Regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508),
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (Air Force 32 CFR 989).

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of the Proposed Action is to remove the headwalls and redesign/modify
the ditches to eliminate erosion, prevent standing water, and unclog the drainage ditch that
moves from west to east thus providing proper flow and eliminating standing water and erosion.
Standing water increases the nsk for wildlife living on or migrating through the airfield thus
posing a safety concern for flying operations. Currently the water in the ditches does not flow
properly because the gradients have been changed by sediment eroding from the banks from the
weathering process. Additionally, enclosing the drainage ditch would decrease the possibility for
complete loss of life and equipment if an aircraft was to leave the runway surface. The project
would be done in 4 phases or possibly all at once depending on what funding is available. If
funding is to come in phases, Phase | would consists of the ditch area from north of the Base
Operation’s Apron to Taxiway A (N). Phase 2 would consist of the area from Taxiway A (N) to



Taxiway B (E). Phase 3 would be the area from Taxiway B (E) to Runway 17/35. Phase 4 would
be the area from Runway 17/35 to Taxiway D. Please reference Figure 2, Appendix A.

1.3 Scope and Analysis

This Environmental Assessment (EA) identifies, describes, and evaluates the potential
environmental impacts that may result from the construction of the drainage ditch with its
preferred modifications, three alternative modifications, and the No Action-alternative. As
appropriate, the affected environment and environmental consequences of the Proposed Action
and alternatives are described in terms of site-specific descriptions or a regional overview.
Finally, the EA identifies measures to reduce impacts or best management practices to prevent or
minimize less than significant environmental impacts, if required.

The resources that could be impacted have been analyzed in this EA and include land use, noise,
air resources, hazardous materials and waste, utilities and infrastructure, geology and soils, water
resources, natural resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics (including environmental
justice), and health and safety.

Other actions or potential actions that may be concurrent with the Proposed Action could
contribute to cumulative impacts. The environmental impacts of these other actions are
addressed in this EA only in the “impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of which agency (federal or non-federal) or person is undertaking such actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively, significant actions
taking place over a period of time.”

The resource that will not be impacted by this project is Climate.
1.4 Public Involvement

On 5 January 2013, the Draft Environmental Assessment was sent to 13 governmental agencies
with an accompanying memorandum requesting their review and comments ( The memorandum,
distribution list, and complete agency responses are provided in Appendix B). Responses were
received from two agencies. Their responses are summarized below:

» Texas Historical Commission (THC) - Moving forward with the project, if cultural resources that
are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places are located in the project area during the
investigation, please notify the THC so we may have the opportunity to provide comment.’

* Texas Commission on Environmental Quality-No anticipated significant long term environmental
impacts from this project as long as construction and waste disposal activities associated with it
are completed in accordance with applicable local, state and federal environmental permits,
statues and regulations. Best Management Practices (BMP) are recommended to be used to
control runoff from the construction sites to prevent detnmental impact to surface and ground
walter.

' On 2 February 2013, SAFB contacted THC s Mr. McWhorter to clarify statement. Mr. McWhorter simply stated,
“That if anything was to be found during the course of the project that THC would need to be notified.”
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* Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPWD) - Supports the proposal to minimize impacts to turtles in the
project area. TPWD recommends turtles be removed from the diiches prior 10 soil disturbing
activities and relocated 10 an area that would provide suitable habitat for these species. TWPD
recommends project activities be conducted during the summer periods of low or no rainfall when
little water persist in the ditches and turtles will be easier to find and relocate. If box turtles are
observed in the project area or elsewhere on SAFB, TPWD request the location of the observation
be submitted to the Texas Nature Trackers: Box Turtle Survey Project.

The draft EA was also placed in the Wichita Falls Public Library to give the citizens around
the area a chance to review and comment on the project.

* No responses were received from the public.
2.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Action including No Action
2.1 Alternatives to the Propose Action
A number of screening criteria have been developed for the purpose of establishing suitable

modifications for the drainage ditch. These screening criteria, all of which must be met for a
maodification to be utilized are listed and discussed below.

SAFB developed screening criteria (Table 1) to determine if the Proposed Action meets the
projects purpose and need. This is a critical element in choosing the best potential modification
for the project. The formulation of alternatives was structured around the specific criteria
required by the installation. Modifications not meeting the criteria were eliminated from further
analyses.

The Criteria specifies that the site must:
* Be supportive of the installations mission
* Be clear of topographical and other obstacles to the location
* Be able to reduce the risk of wildlife living on or migrating through the airfield

» Be able to reduce the risk of equipment, damage, and loss of life if an aircraft was to leave the
runway or laxiways

e Be able to reduce the amount of standing water and erosion
» Be able to unclog the ditch

+« Be able 1o reduce maintenance issues



Table 1: Screening Criteria

Reduce i
Screening Su[_] ; Clear of R’?dch Loss of & ; Unclog Rﬁdm
S Training Wildlife ; Standing . Maintenance
Crtena: S Obstacles : Aircrafi Ditch
Mission Risk Risk Water Issues
Proposed Action
(Buried Drainage *i + - ++ s o+ =
Svstem)
No Action ” + - - - - -
Modification 1
(Open Grass *e + . 2 & - :
Channel)
Moaodification 2
{Open Concrete o + - . + + %
Channel)
Modification 3
(Partial Open
Cirass Channel >4 - + + + + +
and Buried
System)

** Screening criteria is an absolute

++ Meets screening criteria the best

+  Meets screening criteria adequately
~  Neutral

-~ Does not meet screening criteria

- Does not meet screening criteria well

2.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration

Under modification option 1 (Figure 3, Appendix B) the ditch would be unclogged/clear and
graded thus eliminating erosion issues and standing water concerns. However, the open ditch
would still present safety concemns in the event that a plane left the runway or taxiway surface.
Moreover, the grass lined ditch would be difficult for the maintenance contractor to maintain the
grass at the necessary heights. Even though this option meets some of the screening criteria, it
must be removed from consideration because it does not meet all of the necessary screening
criteria.

Under modification option 2 (Figure 4, Appendix A) the ditch would be unclogged/clear,
graded, and lined with concrete thus eliminating erosion, standing water, and maintenance
concerns. However, the open ditch would still present safety concerns in the event that a plane
left the runway or taxiway surface. This option meets more of the screening criteria then option
1, but it does not meet all of the screening criteria so it must be removed from consideration.

Under modification option 3 (Figure 5, Appendix A) the ditch would be unclogged/clear,
graded, and grass lined for a portion and enclosed in another portion. Erosion concerns and
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standing water issues would be eliminated along the entire portion of the ditch, and safety
concemns along the enclosed portion would be greatly reduced. However, safety concerns and
maintenance issues would still exist in the open channel portion. Overall, safety issues would be
reduced, but they would not be reduced to the extent that would be under the proposed option.
Therefore, this option must be removed from consideration because it does not meet all the

screening criteria

2.3 The Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action (Figure 6, Appendix A), the ditch would be unclogged/clear,
graded, and enclosed. Erosion concerns and standing water issues would be eliminated. Safety
concerns would be greatly reduced, and maintenance issues would be resolved. Therefore, this
action is the best modification that could be made to the drainage system.

2.4 No Action

Under the No Action-Alternative, the drainage system would remain the same. The ditch would
remain clogged, erosion and wildlife concerns would still remain, increased safety issues for
aircraft would remain, and grass maintenance issues would linger.

The No-Action alternative is, however, examined for environmental impacts as fully as the
Proposed Action in accordance with Air Force NEPA guidance (32 CFR 989) as a baseline for
comparing the effects of the other alternatives.

3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

The affected environment is the baseline against which potential impacts caused by the Proposed
Action and Alternative Actions (including the No Action-Alternative) are assessed. This section
focuses on the human environment that has the potential to be affected by the
design/modification of the ditches and removal of the headwalls. As stated in 40 CFR 1508.14,
the potential affected human environment is interpreted comprehensively to include the natural
and physical environment and the relationship of people with the environment. Relevant natural
and physical resources were selected for description in this section based on categories that
would be affected by this proposal of the design/modification of the ditches and removal of the
headwalls. Information is presented in this section to the level of detail necessary to support the
analysis of potential impacts in Section 4, Environmental Consequences.

The following subsections describe the existing conditions of the resource areas that would
potentially be affected by the Proposed Action.

The No-Action Alternatives for all the categories below will have “No Impact™ and these categories
would stay the same.



3.1 Cultural /Historic/Archeological Resources

Cultural resource management at Air Force installations is established in AFI 32-70635, Cultural
Resources Management. AF1 32-7065 details compliance requirements for protecting cultural
resources through an Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). Sheppard AFB
updated the ICRMP February 2012.

Surveys evaluating historic buildings, structures and landscapes at Sheppard AFB were
conducted in 1993 and 2002 and the Base recently completed an Inventory and Assessment of
Select Building and Structures (Dating Through 1976) June 2012.

The archaeological assessment of the Base in 1993 covered the northwestern part of the base and
open areas, including the area that was the parasail training area, the physical training area, civil
engineering training area, and the pastures associated with the saddle club. Observations of
existing developed areas and ongoing construction-related activities indicated that there was an
extremely low probability of any intact cultural deposits within the Base.

The Base’s Real Property Inventory listing was reviewed for the period from 1928 to 1950 to
identify any buildings or structures that might meet the eligibility requirements for listing on the
NRHP. During this survey, the Kell Field Air Terminal Building was the only building
determined eligible for both the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and State register.
The Kell Field Air Terminal was formerly listed as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark by the
Texas Historical Commission in 1981. No archaeological resources were identified and it was
recommended no further archaeological investigations be required.

In 1994, a second archaeological survey was also conducted and focused on the Sheppard AFB
Recreational Area (Sheppard AFBRA). An initial literature and archival search was conducted
to establish the presence of any previously recorded sites on the Sheppard AFBRA property.
Information was found on two previously recorded sites (4IGSIIS and 41GS26). Both are
usually completely submerged in Lake Texoma; consequently, they have not been investigated.
No archaeological resource sites were located during the 1994 survey, and no sites eligible for
nomination to the NRHP were found. SHPO concurred with these findings. If there are any
inadvertent discoveries, the SHPO will be notified and impacts to any historic resources will be
evaluated to determine if they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP per AF1 32-7065.

A Cold War inventory was conducted in 2002. Of the 256 buildings and structures at Sheppard
that were constructed on the Base during the Cold War period, only two (Buildings 2560 and
2130) were recommended eligible for NRHP listing as Cold War resources. Building 2130, also
known as the Little Adobe, was built circa 1928, was dedicated as a recorded Texas Historical
Landmark in November 1981, and is currently used as a historical museum (Heritage Center).
Building 2560 and the Alert Apron were used during the Cold War as the Strategic Air
Command (SAC) facilities.



The Inventory and Assessment of Select Buildings and Structures (Dating Through 1976) was
conducted in June 2012. None of the 133 buildings were found to be eligible for NRHP.
Building 2560 and the Alert Apron are located approximately two miles north northeast of the
proposed ditch modification location.

It is unknown if there are cultural resources located at the proposed site, or adjacent to, or in the
vicinity of the proposed area at the airfield as it has never had test plots done. Observance of the
area would not show evidence of cultural resources if it was buried. It is highly unlikely there are
any cultural artifacts in the area as none have ever been found on Sheppard AFB; however,
precautions should be taken when removing dirt around areas not developed. Therefore, the
Proposed Action is believed to have no impact on any cultural resources. The No-Action
Alternative would also have no impact on cultural resources.

3.2 Natural Resources

3.2.1 Flora

The Proposed Action would occur on a virtually undisturbed area within the developed area of
the base. The proposed project area is composed of grasses that are periodically mowed
including Bermuda (Cynodon dactylon), buffalo grass (Buchloe dactyloides), Texas wintergrass
(Stipa leucotricha), Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), and purple three-awn (Aristida
purpurea) to name a few. (Refer to table 2 for all grasses species in the area)

Impacts to vegetation communities would be due to surface disturbances such as widening the
ditches to allow piping to be set, heavy machinery tearing up the soil, and removing the
headwalls.



Table 2.

Grasses in the Vicinity of Drainage/Headwall Project

Common Name Scientific Name ~ |Native [TYPE BASH Perspective
Annual Foxtail Giant/GreenYelow | dlopecurus L. Yes  |AnnualPerennial |Worst
Barnyard Grass |Echinocholoa crus-galli No | Annual Waorst
Bermuda Cynodon dactylon No  |Perennial Best
Blue Grama Bouteloua gracilis Yes |Perennial Best
Buffak Grass Bouteloua dactyloides Yes  [Perennial Best
Dalls Grass Paspalum dilatatim Poir No  |Pereonil Worst
Johnson Sorghum halepense No  |Perennil Waorst
Purpke Three-awn |Aristida purpurea Yes |Perennial Best
Perennial Rye Lolium perenne No  |Perennial Best

| Silver Bluestem . la saccharoides Yes  |Perennial Far
Texas Grama Boureloua rigidiseta(Steud ) Hitche.  |Yes  |Perennial Far
Texas Wintergrass (Spear Grass) | Nassella lewotrcha |Yes  |Perennial Best
Tumble Wndmill Chipris verticillata Nutt Yes  |Perennial Best
White Tridens Tridens albescens (Vasey)Woot & Stand|Yes  |Perennial Worst
OLD World Blueste s Bothrochloa ischaemum No Peremmial Best
KR Blse Stem Bothrochola ischaemum var. songarica [No __|Perennial Best
Phains No Perennial Best

Re-vegetation of disturbed areas would be in compliance with the Executive Memorandum on
Beneficial Landscaping (26/Apr/94) and the Executive Order on Invasive Species (EO 13112).
Regionally native and non-invasive plants will be used to the extent practical in landscaping and
re-vegetation. On this project, re-vegetation will consist of approved mixtures of grass species.
Periodically, herbicide would need to be applied as necessary to control undesirable plant
species. There are no trees on the airfield so replacing of any tree would be unnecessary.

In order to mitigate the area of grasses it is recommended that the areas be planted with Common
Bermuda, WW Sparr, Buffalo, Blue grama, and purple three-awn as soon as the project is
complete. This would ensure that all soil types and terrain have at least one grass species that

will establish.




3.2.2 Fauna

A survey of the proposed project was performed on 18 Oct 2012 by 82 CES/DS2 staff. Presence
of listed species was not observed during the site inspection of the project area. The following
table lists these 15 species, their protected status, and whether habitat is located within the
proposed project area.

Table 3. Wichita Cnuuty Threatened and Endangered Speuu

Common Name Scientific Name M Habitat | Stams _| Staus
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucoephalus No DL T
Interior Least Tem Sterna antillarum athalassos | No LE E

Falco peregrinus anatum

] fAmerican) . DL E

Peregrine Falcon

Falco peregrinus tundrius

(Arctic) No DL T
Whooping Crane Grus Americana No LE E
Gray Wolf Canis lupus No LE E
Red Wolf Canis rufus No LE E
Texas Horned Lizard Phrynosoma cornutum No - T
Texas Kangaroo Rat Dipodomys elator No - T
Baird's Sparrow Ammodramus bairdii No - SOC
Mountain Plover Charadrius montanus No - SOC
Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia No - SOC
Black-tailed Prairie Dog Cynomys ludovicianus No - SOC
Cave Myotis Bat Myotis velifer No - S0C
Plains Spotted Skunk Spilogale putorius interrupta__| No SOC

Federal: (E): Endangered, (T): Threatened, (PT): Proposed threatened, (C): Candidate, (DL): Dclmu:LlLE] Listed
Endangered

State: (T): Threatened, (E): Endangered, (SOC): Species of Concen

**Listed species whose migratory routes cross Wichita County; “winter residents of Wichita County

The Texas Homed Lizard has been observed on the Base, primarily in the area of the northemn
ends of the airfield, but it has also been observed at the former Saddle Club area and a trend has
been seen as the lizard has shown signs of slowly heading south. The site visit determined that
the project had some areas of suitable habitat to support the Texas Homed Lizard; however it is
believed that the Texas Horned Lizard has not moved that far south due to the difference in
vegetation constantly changing along the way. The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Natural
Diversity Database (TPWD NDD) comments provided in conjunction with the SAFB Integrated
Natural Resource Management Plan dated March 2012, revealed occurrences of the Texas
Kangaroo Rat (EOID 3126, EOID 8871) less than a mile of the proposed project area. The site
visit determined that the project area lacked suitable habitat to support the Texas kangaroo Rat.
No mesquite communities with dense clay soils were located within the project vicinity. The
TPWD NDD data is used for potential presence data and cannot be interpreted as



presence/absence data. There would be no potential to affect federal and state listed species
occurring on or near the base from either the Proposed Action or the No-Action alternative.

Representative mammal species occurring in the area include the Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus
faridanus), and Black-Tailed Jackrabbit (Lepus californicus).

Representative avian species occurring in the area include the Red-Tailed Hawks (Buteo
Jjamaicensis), Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura), Barn Swallow ( Hirdundo rustica), Western
and Easter Meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta/Sturnella magna), Killdeer (Chaadrius vociferous),
Homned Lark (Eremophila alpestris), Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), American
Kestrel (Falco sparverius), Common Grackle (Quiscalus guiscula) and several other black bird
species.

Representative repiile species include the Read-eared Slider (Trachemys scripta elegans), the

occasional Omate Box Turtle (Terrapende ornate ornate) and Common Snapping Turtle
(Chelydra serpentine).

The Proposed Action could interfere with the reptiles (turtles) in the ditches and 1t is
recommended some type of mitigation should be done before digging started if feasible.

The Proposed Action on terrestrial and avian biota would have minimal impact, as those animals
are able to adapt to the changes. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have a minor impact on
native species.

The No-Action Alternative would have no impacts to the local flora or fauna.

3.2.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The project area at this time does not have structures containing migratory birds or indications of
nesting migratory birds. Several species such as the Barn Swallow, Upland Sandpiper,
Swainson's Hawk, Cattle Egret, and Western Kingbird all migrate to and from the area at
different times of the year. Migratory birds may arrive in the project area to breed during the
spring and summer while others come during the winter months.

Measures would be taken to avoid the taking of migratory birds, their occupied nests, eggs, or
young, in accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, through phasing of work or
preventative measures. SAFB follows strict proczdures to adhere with the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act

3.3 Visual

The aesthetic effect of this project would be equal to or better than the existing land use. Once
the project is complete the proposed area would look like the rest of the airfield.
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3.4 Water Resources

The proposed project is located in the Red River Basin. Storm water runofl in the project arca
would flow to Bear Creek which then flows to the Wichita River then to the Red River. The
existing conditions from the last headwall at Taxiway D to the outfall will not change due to this
project. This project would not require a United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
Section 404 Permit because it would not result in the placement of temporary or permanent
dredge or fill material into potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Currently two (2) 667
reinforced concrete pipes run under Taxiway D to the outfall. These pipes currently restrict the
flow of this drainage system and will continue to do so after all the phases are complete.
Therefore, the flow at the outfall will neither increase nor decrease significantly. During
construction, the contractor will be required to implement and maintain storm water pollution
prevention measures (o eliminate any sediment runoff. Finally, enclosing this drainage system
would eliminate the scouring effect thus eliminating any potential sediment runoff in this
drainage system.

3.4.1 Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act

Runoff from this project would not discharge directly into Section 303 (d) listed threatened or
impaired water, or into a stream within 5 miles upstream of a Section 303(d) listed threatened or
impaired water, The 2012 Clean Water Act 303(d) list was utilized in this assessment.

3.4.2 Section 402 of the Clean Water Act: TPDES, Construction General
Permit

The Proposed Action to remove the headwalls and redesign/modify the ditches project would
disturb more than 5 acres. SAFB would comply with TCEQ’s Texas Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (TPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP). Permit coverage would be
required. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3) would be prepared and
implemented. A Notice of Intent (NOI) would be submitted to TCEQ. The NOI and the site
notice would also be posted at the project site where it can be seen easily by the public on base.

3.4. Section 402 of the Clean Water Act: TPDES, M54

This project is located within the boundaries of Sheppard AFB’s Phase 1l Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) and would comply with the applicable MS4 requirements. The
contractor would be required to read all applicable permits required on SAFB prior to
construction start up.



3.4.5 Floodplains

The Proposed Action to remove the headwalls and redesign/modify the ditches project is not
located within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated 100-year
floodplain. The proposed project would not increase base flood elevation to a level that would
violate applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances. Coordination with the local Floodplain
Administrator would not be required.

3.4.6 Wetlands

Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas (33 CFR
328.3, 8b).

Under sections 301 and 502 of the Clean Water Act, any discharge of dredged or fill materials
into "waters of the United States.” including wetlands, is forbidden unless authorized by a permit
issued by the USACE pursuant to section 404. All discharge of fill or dredged material affecting
the bottom elevation of a jurisdictional water of the U.S. require a permit from USACE. These
permits are an essential part of protecting wetlands, which are often filled by land developers.
Wetlands are vital to the ecosystem in filtering sireams and rivers and providing habitat for
wildlife

There are no designated wetland areas within the project site. The closest wetlands are
approximately two miles north from the proposed site and approximately a mile southeast of the
site. Therefore, there would be no impacts to wetlands from the Proposed Action, and a Section
404 permit would not be required for this project. The No-Action alternative would also have no
impact to the wetlands.

3.4 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

The ambient air quality in an area can be characterized in terms of whether or not it complies
with the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) established by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) (40 CFR 50 and CAA §108). The EPA has established NAAQS for
six air pollutants: Ozone, Lead, Carbon Monoxide, Sulfur Dioxide, Nitrogen Dioxide, and
Respirable Particulate Matter. Texas has adopted the NAAQS as its state ambient air quality
standards under TAC §30.1.101.21. The EPA is tasked with constantly reviewing the NAAQS
and recommending changes based on improved scientific knowledge and understanding of how
these pollutants impact health and the environment. The project is located in Wichita County,
Texas, which is an area of attainment of all NAAQS; therefore, a conformity determination
under the Clean Air Act conformity rules is not required.
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3.5 Environmental Justice

Executive Order (EO) 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Population™ requires each federal agency to make “achieving
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” The Proposed
Action would not directly or indirectly impact minority or low-income populations; therefore, no
further environmental justice analysis is warranted.

3.6 Socioeconomic Resources

The impact of the modification/construction of the ditches will have no affect on the
Socioeconomics. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not impact local business.

3.7 Community Impacts

Community cohesion is a term that refers to an aggregate quality of a residential area. Cohesion
is a social attnibute that indicates a sense of community, common responsibility, and social
interaction within limited geographic areas. The project is located on a federal installation.
There are no residences adjacent to the proposed project site. The proposed project would
require no relocations. No adverse impacts to any neighborhoods, communities, or other social
units are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

Given the nature of the project vicinity, this project would not divide, separate, or isolate any
neighborhood or community, nor would it increase through traffic. No negative impact on
community cohesion is expected from either the Proposed Action or the No-Action altemmative.

3.8 Noise

The Proposed Action would be near the runways. The minimal changes to the area would add
low levels of noise. However, these low-levels would not reasonably increase the ambient noise
level. Noise impacts related to the project would only be temporary and would not have any
effect on the area. The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) noise level zone for the
proposed site according to the AICUZ maps range from 65 dB to 75dB. The closer to the
runways the dB level will increase. This project, however, would have little to no noise impacts
to the day to day activity of the military installation

3.9 Existing Hazardous Materials

Based on the proposed activity to modify/construct and remove the headwalls an Initial Site
Assessment (ISA) was conducted to identify potential hazardous materials in the project area.
The ISA consisted of the following actions: design review, map review, regulatory database
review, and a project site visit. This project does not involve known hazardous material impacts
that could be anticipated to adversely affect construction (e.g. cannot resolve before bidding or
during construction).



The area surrounding the proposed modification/construction of the ditches is composed of land
that was at one time agricultural lands, and believed to be used for grazing cattle. No evidence of
contamination or hazardous materials was observed within the proposed project vicinity during
the ISA. The local Installation Restoration Program (IRP) site map revealed two IRP sites in the
general area. According to the IRP map the two sites are outside the project area. The IRP site
closest to the project area on the North West (Sitel) was an area where an abandoned
underground storage tank was found (Figure 7, Appendix A). In 1989 the tank was removed and
the area was excavated to remove any contaminated soil. No further action was required once the
contaminated soil was removed. The site was closed in 1990. Digging in the area will not have
any effect on the closed IRP site. A check of the USEPA Enviromapper website revealed that
there were no toxic release sites, no hazardous waste sites, and no Superfund sites, in or adjacent,
to the proposed project area. A review of the TCEQ petroleum storage tanks (PSTs) registration
database did not reveal any other tanks in the area.

Should hazardous materials be discovered as the result of the implementation of this project, they
would be removed. The removal and disposal process would comply with applicable federal,
state, and local laws.

The contractor will take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill of
hazardous materials in the construction staging area. All spills, including those of less than 25
gallons would be cleaned immediately and any contaminated soil would be immediately
removed from the site and disposed of properly.

3.10 Geology and Soils

Sheppard AFB i1s located in the Central Rolling Red Plains of the Redbeds Plains unit of the
Central Lowland physiographic province. Much of the land at SAFB is characterized as semi-
improved or improved. The soil belt formed here is known as the Kamay-Bluegrove-Deandale
Association. This association consists of loamy soils that formed in red-bed clay, shale or
sandstone, or in old alluvium derived from red-bed clay and shale. Common soil series include
Kamay, Bluegrove, and Deandale.

Soils at Sheppard AFB are generally characterized as reddish-brown sandy loam, highly
susceptible to wind and water erosion, underlain with red clay-to-clay loam. In certain areas, red-
bed shale and sandstone are near the surface. The general area where the
modification/construction to the ditch is in an area of Kamay-Urban land complex that have a
zero to three percent slope. From there the area turns into Kamay silt loam that is one to three
percent slope and finally turns into urban land as it reaches the runways (Figure 8 A, B, C,
Appendix A). Adequate landscaping is required to maintain soil stability at the Base; regionally
native and non-invasive plants will be used to the extent practicable in landscaping and re-
vegetation. On this project, re-vegetation will consist of approved mixtures of grass species.
Periodically, herbicide may be applied as necessary to control undesirable plant species.
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4.0 Conclusion

The impact to the environment from the proposed construction of modifying the ditch and
removing the headwalls has been assessed. Two different alternatives (the Proposed Action, and
the No Action-alternative) were examined. No cumulative impacts to the environment were
identified for the Proposed Action, and the No-Action Alternative showed that “No Impact”
would occur if the project was not supported.

No significant environmental issues were determined through this Environmental Assessment
that indicates a requirement to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement as required by 32
CFR 989, and the National Environmental Policy Act.
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7.0 Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning

Agencies/Organizations Sent Copies of the Assessment

As part of the CE() Regulations on the National Environmental Policy Act, SAFB will circulate the Draft
EA, to the following agencies, organizations, and individuals. Copies of all correspondence will be

included in Appendix A.

Mr. Michael Burgess
Chairman

Comanche Nation
HC-35, Box 1720
Lawton, OK 73502

Tom Cloud

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
2005 NE Green Oaks Blvd., Suite140
Arlington, TX 76006

Denise 5. Francis

Director, State Grants Team

Governor's Office of Budget and Planning
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

Mr. Juan Garza, Jr

Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas
HC1 Route, Box 9700

Eagle Pass, TX 78852

Susana M. Hildebrand, MC-168
Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Mr. Jeff Houser

Chairman

Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
RT. 2, Box 121

Apache, OK 73006

Mr. Donald Patterson

President

Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
1 Rush Buffalo Road

Tonkawa, OK 74653-4449
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Russell Schreiber

Director of Public Works
1300 7th St. Room 402
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

Ms. Leslie Standing

Wichita and Affiliated Tribes
P.O. Box 729

Anadarko, OK 73005

Dr. Donald Tofpi

Chairman

Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 369

Camegie, OK 73015

Julie C. Wicker

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Wildlife Division-Habitat Assessment Program
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, TX 78744

Dennis Wilde

Nortex Regional Planning Commission
4309 Jacksboro Hwy, Suite 200
Wichita Falls, TX 76302

William A. McWhorter
Military Sites Program
History Programs Division
Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711-2276



Appendix A
FIGURES

FIGURE 1- Sheppard AFB Arial

A-l



FIGURE 2- Proposed Construction Phases




FIGURE 3- Option |, Grass Lined Drainage Ditch
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FIGURE 4- Option 2, Concrete Lined Drainage Ditch
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FIGURE 7- IRP Sites in Vicinity of Project
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FIGURE 8A- SOIL MAP
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FIGURE 8B
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FIGURE 8C
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Appendix B

Notice of Availability for Public Comment

Interagency/Intergovernmental Coordination
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idavit of Publication

IHE STALE OF TEXAS HIRTIE3
COUNTY OF WICHITTA

Ou this 3" day of January 2013 A D...
_ personally appeared before me, the undersigned suthority

Company of Wichita Falls, publishers of the Wichita Falls
| Times/Record News, & newspaper published at Wichita Fallsin
Wichita County, Texas, and upon being duly sworn by me, an
| vath states that the attached advertiscment is & true and
2| correct copy of advertising published in 1 days (1) issoes hereof
on the following dute:

December 30, 2002

!&gﬂ}d :f.-.r )ﬂn =

Sales Assistant for Times ing Company of Wichita Falls

Subscribed mnd swom to before me this the day end veur Timil sbove wiillen:

Cin Bt
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DEFEMNEBE BUFPFDODRAT BEAVICES LLS

January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Mr. Michael Burgess
Chairman

Comanche Nation
HC-35, Box 1720
Lawton, OK 73502

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to RepairModify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. 1f
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

S

Leslie Peiia

Environmental Tech II

EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:

1. EA for the proposed Repair/Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-3
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DEFEMBE SURPPDRART GERAVICES LLE

January 2, 2013

B2CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bidg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Tom Cloud

Field Supervisor

ATTN: Sean Edwards

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
2005 NE Green Oaks Blvd., Suitel40
Arlington, TX 76006

Dear Tom,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. [If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

S

Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech II
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
I. EA for the proposed Repair/Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB

2. List of agencies contacted
B4
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DCEFENBE BUFPODAT AEAVICES LLC

January 2, 2013

82CES/DSY/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bidg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Denise S. Francis

Director, State Grants Team

Governor's Office of Budget and Planning
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Madam,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do

not receive a response by 2 February 2013we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Altemnative associated with this EA. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

C:%
Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech [1
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:

1. EA for the proposed Repair’Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway

17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-5
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OEFENBE BUPFORT BERVICES LLC

January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Mr. Juan Garza, Jr

Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas
HC1 Route, Box 9700

Eagle Pass, TX 78852

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013 we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

o=

Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech 11

EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
1. EA for the proposed Repair’'Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway

17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-6
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DEFEMNBE SUPPDODRT BEAVICES LLC

January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Susana M. Hildebrand, MC-168

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Dear Madam,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair’Modify Drainage and Remove
Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base (AFB) is
attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in which
the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013 we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. [If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

e

Leslie Pefia

Environmental Tech 11

EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:

1. EA for the proposed Repair/Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on

Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted
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ODOEFEMNBE SURFEPFOERT AEERVICES LLD

January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Mr. Jeff Houser

Chairman

Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
RT. 2, Box 121

Apache, OK 73006

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Altemnative associated with this EA. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

o=

Leslie Pena
Environmental Tech Il
EIAP Program Manager
Antachments:
1. EA for the proposed Repair’Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted
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January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Mr. Donald Patterson

President

Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
1Rush Buffalo Road

Tonkawa, OK 74653-4449

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair’/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

o=

Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech II
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
1. EA for the proposed Repair/Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-9
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January 2, 2013

R2CESDS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Russell Schreiber

Director of Public Works
1300 7th St. Room 402
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013 we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. [f
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

S

Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech 11
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
1. EA for the proposed RepairModify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-10



ORFENEE SUPPORT BERVIOCES LLED

January 2, 2013

82CES/DSYCEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Ms. Leslie Standing

Wichita and Affiliated Tribes
P.O. Box 729

Anadarko, OK 73005

Dear Madam,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes 1o develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. [f we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. [f
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

e

Leslie Pena
Environmental Tech [I
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
1. EA for the proposed RepairModify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted



OEFEMSBE BURPPORT BEMVICES LLC

January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Dr. Donald Tofpi

Chairman

Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 369

Camegie, OK 73015

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
{AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Altemative associated with this EA. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

P

Leslie Peiia
Environmental Tech Il
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
1. EA for the proposed Repair’Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-12
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January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Julie C. Wicker

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Wildlife Division-Habitat Assessment Program
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, TX 78744

Dear Julie,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair/Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. [f
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

S o=

Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech I1
EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:
1. EA for the proposed Repair/Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-13
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January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
231 9th Avenue, Bldg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

Dennis Wilde

Nortex Regional Planning Commission
4309 Jacksboro Hwy,

Suite 200

Wichita Falls, TX 76302

Dear Sir,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to RepairModify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
(AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment, A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do
not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Alternative associated with this EA. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,
=
Leslie Pefia
Environmental Tech II
EIAP Program Manager
Antachments:
1. EA for the RepairModify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35
And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB

2. List of agencies contacted
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DOEFEMNER BUuURFRDARAT BERAVICES LLC

January 2, 2013

82CES/DS2/CEV
23] 9th Avenue, Bidg 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

William A. McWhorter
Program Coordinator
Military Sites Program
History Programs Division
Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711-2276

Dear William,

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to Repair’Modify Drainage and
Remove Headwalls on Runway 17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard Air Force Base
{AFB) is attached for your review and comment. This document addresses the manner in
which the base proposes to develop the base.

A copy of the Draft EA that analyzes the proposal and alternatives is enclosed for
your review and comment. A listing of the other agencies contacted is also included.
The comment period for this EA is 30 calendar days from the date of this letter. If we do

not receive a response by 2 February 2013, we will proceed with signature of the Finding
of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practical Altemative associated with this EA. It
you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (940) 676-7481.

Sincerely,

o=

Leslie Pefa

Environmental Tech II

EIAP Program Manager
Attachments:

1. EA for the proposed Repair/Modify Drainage and Remove Headwalls on Runway
17/35 And Taxiway D at Sheppard AFB
2. List of agencies contacted

B-15
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TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION

real places relling real stories

Juniusmry 16, 2013

Ms. | salie Pefia

lorironmeental ek 1

EIAP

K205 /D52/CKY

231 7 Avoowe, Building 1402
Sheppesd AFR, TX T6311-3333

B Dl Eonrsawcniol Aserawen’ i Bupuie! Madsfy Drmmays oud Pomers Fosioadis ae Raeway 17} 35 ol Tanto: D &
Sbeppard Sar Faree Baw. Wichits Fallz, Trcar (Wichesa Caenty)

Diear Me. Pela

Thank. yows fowe joner cormespucdene descrilsing the siove refenouced projoct. This betier serves a3 cormment oo e
peoposed enderelong frm the Seare [Tapone Preservatemn Ohificer, the Fuecusive Direcror of the Texs Histosical
Cmrmmbsion (THCL

fusr this project’s proposcd undkriaking io “Repair/ Modify Dismuge sl Remose Hesbealls um Rimrsay 1735 sl
Taxway [ ax Sheppand As Fooce Base ™ Moring furmasd, if colrun) resaosces dhat aoe shigible for the National
Register of Historic Pleces are bocaed o the project srea dursg vour investigntion, please potify the THC so we
may have the opportunity o provide comment.

Thaak pou for poar comperation = this st e feaderal revies: proces, end for your efforis 1o presere dhe
irmeplaceable

herimpr of Texas. 1f pon have any questions coacerning our review o if we max he of farher
amistance, plese oontecs Me Willars McWhoner m 517/463 58335,

Simcerely,
LD il Menshot

o

Blark Wolle,

Txecutee Dhzecos

Sqapic Hysorn Urrer eos s

¥

R PERRY. COWERMOR « MATTHEW F (REISLE. |0 CHAISMAN - MATN WOLFE EXETUTIVE DIRECTIR
P GO 17576 ® BUSTHE TEEAS @ J§711 2FT6 o P 577 SS36T0C oF 12 475 4673 « TDO 1,900 735 3580 « we'm Fic stafe tv un
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TExAs COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Progeeriyg Tewm Sy Bucarwg a? Proavuting Palisiien
January 18, 2013

Mz Lindic Pens
Defense Suppart Services, LLC
B=UES/NB2/CEY

231 gth Avenur, Tidg. 140z
Sheppard AFB, Texas 76311-3333

Re: TCEQ Grant and Texas Review and Comnent Systern (TRACS) #2013-11y, Sheppard AFB
Wichita County, Repasr/modidy Dvatasge and Ramore Headwalls on Remway 17715 and Taxiway

Pt M, Penz,

The Texss Commnission oo Knvironmental Quality (TCEQ) bas reviewed the above-referenced
project and offers the following comments:

A review of the project for general conformiry impact in accondance with 4o CFR Part o3
inchiratis thal the propeeed action s ocatod in Wichite Cosmty, which is curnnily umdaesild
o i allainmenl of the Kalional Ainbienl Air er&ddmm-rm
Therefure. pereral conformity rules do not

ruimur-!mmm lﬂﬂm&d:mﬂ ificw ey
L Ll i wir
quatity standards. Any dust and particnlate emission should be mya-lds;i
stsanikersd alisd emitips thon lechninpues. Amy defiris or woedie el should e 3L an spprogeisiely

authorized facility.

are waerd do control ranoll froem amstrackion sites o prosent detrimenstad irypac! o s aml
ground waber.

Thark you for the opportunity t revicw this peoject. If you have any questions, please contact
Ma. Meiarie Aldans ot {512) wyg-1tus or molanie p'dacas oo bepes gov.

Simoerely,

Sava gkl of
Susana M. Hildebrand, P.E
Chif Erginesr

FO, Boxiyoly + dustin. Tesss =8 130087 * o-20-1000 = e e ot D
Thorw o amt cwrdiurer vy oe] e Wrg dele 1 ms] o cusline eromvey
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January 31, 2013

Ms. Leslie Pefia
B2CES'DSXCEV

231 9™ Avenue, Building 1402
Sheppard AFB, TX 76311-3333

RE: Sheppard Air Force Base Draft Environmental Ascessment w
RepairModify Drinage and Remove Headwalls on Runway 17735 and
Taxiway D, Wichita County

Dear Ms. Pefla:

Texas Parks and Wildlife Depariment (TPWD) received the draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the above-referenced project. TPWD staff has reviewed the
information provided and offers the following comments concemning this peoject.

Please be sware that a written response 1o a2 TPWD recommendation or
informational comment received by a state governmental agency may be required
by state law. For further guidance, see the Texas Parcks and Wildlife Code,
Section llﬂHl which can be found online i
LG WS egis state by us/Docs PW him/P¥ ! . or

The proposed action would consist of modifying an existing drainage ditch
removing 14 existing headwalls and constructing an  enclosed
underground using a buried system of pipes and inlets. The purpose
proposed project is to remove the headwalls and redesign’'modify the ditches
climingic erosion, prevent sianding wuter, end unclog drainage ditches by
correcting gradients to provide proper flow. The project may be done in four
phases or all at once depending on the availability of funding.

dH

Because the project activities would be located in an area consisting of regularly
mowed grasses including non-native species, adverse impacts 1o fish and wildlife
rescurces would be minimized. The following information is provided w assist in
further minimizing impacts o wildlife in the project arca.

Seetion 3.2.2; Faunm

Section 3,22 of the draft EA states that representative reptile species in the
project area include the Red-cared slider (Trachemys scripa elegoms), the
occasional Omate box turtle (Terrapens ormata), and the Common snapping
turtle (Chelydro serpenting). The EA also states that the proposed

To manage Ind CoSldve 1M Rl and Cufteral retaurced of Tensl 809 ™S Oroviele Mg Huog
sud gl door recyaalion sppcrturde lor Uw o anill segoymienl of preserd and bulare e sl
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Ms. Leslie Pefia
Page 2
January 31, 2013

action could interfere with the turtles in the diches and some type of mitigation
should be done prior to digging if feasible.

Hecommendation: TPWID supporis the proposal 1o minimize impects 1o
mirtles in the project area.  TPWD recommends turtles be removed from the
ditches prior to soil disturbing activities and relocated 1o an area that would
provide suitable habitat for these species. Please note that aquatic turtles like
Red-eared sliders may brumate in deep water during the winter months, 1f
deep water is present in the ditches, relocation of wriles during the winter
months may be more difficult than in summer when turtles are more likely 1©
be st the surface. I possible, TPWD recommends project activities be
conducted during periods of low or no rainfall when little water persists in the
ditches and turtles will be easier to find and relocate.

If box turthes are observed in the project area or elsewhere on Sheppard Air
Force Base, TPWD raquests the location of the observation be submitted to
the Texas Mature Trackers: Box Turtle Survey Project. Box twnles may be
declining in numbers, and the Box Turtle Survey Project was designed w help
scicntists and managers understand population trends and management needs
by reporting sightings of these species. A reporting form is sttached, and
lﬂlﬂmﬂh&mﬂhﬂubmﬂd:upﬂpﬂmb:hﬂmﬁu-

I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please
contact me ol (512) 3894579 if you have any questions.

.l’ A - Sl
f_} Wl L wethuw™
Julie C. Wicker
Wildlife Drvision
JCW:zg ERCS-4387

Antachment
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Eastern Box Turtle (Terrapene carolina)

The carapace of the Eastern Bax Turtle s notceably longer than wide, domed with 4 narrow keel lengthwise down the
center, and has some flaring at the rear edge. The mllest point of the shell is well back towsrds the nil, 50 viewsd side-
wizyt i1l be callest at the back of the wrde. The carapace is light brown to tan with a few dark flecks on it The plastron
it normally sobid yellow without any markings. alchough the sdges individual plates may be darke. Oranpe, yeliow or red
spots sometimes visible on head and foreleg,
The subspecies in Texas {trungus) almost
abways ks three toes on each hind foor

Ornate Box Turtle (Terrapene ornata)

The carapace of the Ormate Box Turtle is relatively broad and oval, usually slighdy flamened at the top. and lcks both 2
marrow keel lengthwise down the center and any faring at the rear edge. The milest point of the shell is just in front

of the hinge on the plastron, so viewed sideways i1l be wliest at the front of the turte. The carapace is dark with many
yelow lines, sometimes grouped Into
“starbursta” radiating downward, and the
plastron ks dark brown or black with a
pattern similar to the carapace. Thers are
timost always four toes on each hind footr




